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REMARKS 

This Application has been earelully reviewed in light of the Final Office Action 
mailed August 23, 2010 and Advisory Action mailed October 27, 2010. All pending Claims 
1-33 wore rejected in the Final Office Action, m& the rejections were maintained in the 
Advisory Action. Independent Claims I, •}$». 17, and 19 are amended herein. Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of ail pending claims, in view of the 
amendments set forth above and the following remarks. 

Independent Claims 1,16, 17, and 19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Buekshmm (U.S. 7,161,934} In view <ti$awaieki (IP 2002-288353) and 
further in view ofMfflmt&r (U.S. 7,380,260). 

In order to establish a prima laeie ease of obviousness, the references cited by the 
Examiner must disclose^!! claimed limitations. In w-Rvyka, 498 F.2d 981, 180 US ,P,Q. 580 
(C.CP:A. 1974). Even If each limitation is disclosed m a combination of references, 
however, a claim composed of several elements is not proved obvious merely by 
demonstrating that each of its elements was, independently, known in the prior art. KSR M 1 
CM v, Tekfiex Inc., 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1741 (2007). Rather, the Examiner must identify an 
apparent reason to combine the known elements In the fashion claimed, hi "Rejections on 
obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere conelnsory statements; instead, there must 
be some articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal 
conclusion of obviousness." id, citing In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Or. 2006). 
Finally, the reason mast be fee of the distortion caused by hindsight bias and may not rely on 
ex post reasoning. KSR, .127 S.Ct. at 1742. In addition, evidence that such a combination 
was uniquely challenging or difficult tends to show that a claim was not obvious. Leapfrog 
ISmerprtes, he. v. Fisher-Price, Inc. md Mattel, Jm. t 485 P.3d 11 57, 1 162 (Fed. Or. 2007), 
citing 127 S.Ct at 1741. 

The Examiner alleges that Swmmht fills In the gaps that are (as acknowledge by the 
Examiner) left by the teachings of Buchshmim, Btlimmer< Applicants disagree and submit 
mat Sawahhi does not fill in these aekRowiedged pps. 
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The Examiner cited paragraphs 0002-0010 and Figure I M Sawaichi m teaching, 
certain features of the mdependsnt claims. As discussed In •Applicants* October 15, 2010 
Response to Final Office Action, Applicants ordered a professional translation of paragraphs 
0002-00 10 and Figure 8 of Sawaichi ("SmmkhiTmmMmn'% which was submitted in an 
IDS along with the Response to Final Office Action, In view of the translation, Apph'eMis 
maintain that Sawaichi does not teach the: features alleged by the Examiner. 

h Smvmcki fails to teach "displaying the information transmission received via the 
satellite at a display device of the remote data processing eonipment. Including, 
displaying botis (a) the satellite-transmitted real-time video stream and (b) the 
satellite-transmitted oo.n~v.ideo content." 

The Examiner alleges that ifewa/c/?/ teaehes "displaying the Information transmission 
received via the satellite at a display device of the remote data processing equipment,; 
including displaying: both (a) the satellite-transmitted real-time video stream and (b) the 
satellite-trasistnitted non-video data* (Final Office Action, page 4). According to the 
.Bfcamlne*, ' 4 ^th«j •elsimed' : -^9«-j>/</en data is interpreted to be. Sawaichi' s digital dataT (Id.) 

However, as explained in Applicants' October 15, 2010 Response to Final Office: 
A&tion, StmakM explicitly teaches mat its digital data is not displayed* but rather stored .in 
memory, Smvamki teaches encoding, encrypting, and digitizing video images of a lecture, 
and then transmitting this digital data via radio wave to classrooms 3, (Suwcuehi Translation,, 
paragraph 4). When the digital data, is received at a. classroom 3, the video data is extracted 
and displayed on a TV screen, whereas the digital data is stored in memory; "The extracted 
Image information is shown on the television screen whereas the digital data Is stored in 
the information processing device 9." {SawdicM Translation, paragraph 5; emphasis added). 
The relevant claimed feature reqmm Ai dispUyii%. forth (a) the satellite-transmitted real-time 
video stream and (b) the Meltks-transmitied mn-video dmar Thus, because Sawaichrs 
digital data is explicitly not displayed. It cannot he equated with the claimed satellite- 
transmitted non-video data. 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner responds as follows; 

Applicant essentially argued that Sawakhi does not explicitly teach 
displaying the sateillte-n^nsmitted non-video data as evidenced by the 
portion of Sawaichi thai mentions that the extracted Image Information, is 
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shown on the television 'screen whereas tite digital data (l,e„ the satellite- 
transmuted non-video data) is stored in fee inibmistlon processing device 9. 

In response. It is respect&ify noted that the afeove statement of Sawaichi 
does not explicitly assert thai the extracted Image Information is displayed 
and the digital data is not to be displayed. The statement merely says that 
the digital data is stored in the information processing device 9 (e.g., a 
computer), if need be, the digital data stored on the computer can be 
displayed at the same time with the image information as a visual aid. If the 
digital data is not to he displayed than one would wonder what would be the 
use of transmitting the digital data during an interactive video 
teleconference. 

Applicants respectfully disagree. The Examiner argues that "Sawaichi does not 
explicitly assert that the extracted Image information is displayed and the digital data is not to 
be -displayed" However, Sawaichi explicitly teaches "The extracted image information Is 
shown on the television screen whereas the digital data is stored in the information 
processing device 9." (Sawaichi Translation, paragraph 5; emphasis added). Definitions of 
the word v *wberea.s" include "while osi the contrary" and "implying opposing to 
something that precedes." (http://www,webster-d}ctionary.nct/dellnitio!^whercas). One of 
ordinary skill In the art woakl read "whereas" In Hmmchi as indicating that on the emurwy 
to the extracted image information which is shown on the television screen, the digital data is 
mi shown on the television screen. 

Further, nothing in Sm&itM indicates that the digital data is shown on the TV screen, 
Thus, the Examiner's statement that "if need be, the digital data stored on the computer can 
be displayed at the same time with the Image information as a visual aid" is simply 
conclnsory and not actually suppor ted bv anything In Sawaichi or the other cited references . 

further, and importantly, the "digital data" discussed in Sawaichi cannot be equated 
to the "non-video data" recited in Applicants' claims, ggwaichfs "digital data" appears to be 
data that is used by the transmising/feeeiving computers for transmitting, receiving, 
encoding, decoding, encrypting, and/or decrypting of the lecture image information. (See. 
e.g., Sinvmchi 1 ranshtlon, paragraphs 4-5), hi contrast, the "non-video data" in Applicants' 
Invention Is non-video c/>«f<?«f/.ftat is both (a) displayed and (b) interacted with by users. 
Further, the "non-video data" in Applicants' Invention is extracted along with the "video 
data" from the information transmission that Is received from the production studio. 
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Although Applicants believe these Tenures were implicit in the previously presented 
claim language, Applicants have amended the Independent claims to make these details 
explicit. For example, amended Claim 1 recites in relevant part; 

producing information transmissions in a broadcast standard, the 
information transmission including (a) a real-time video stream and (h) a<m- 
vkleo content, 

es'tractisg the real-time video stream and non-video content Irani 
the received information tmnssmissfloa; 

... displaying both (a) the sateHke-transmitted real-time video stream 
and (b) the satellsteAfansmitted aoa-video ctmteni; 

receiving via a user input of the remote data processing equipment: 
user Interaotiou with the saiellite-transndited non-video content displayed at: 
the display device of die remote data processing equipment; and 

transmitting the user interaction with the satellite-transmitted son- 
video eontmt from the remote data processing equipment to the production 
studio ... 

There is no teaching in Smvahhi that the "digital data" is non-video content that is 
either displayed or imemc&dwiih by .users, much less both. In contrast, as diseased above, 
$m*Mfs- "digital data" appears to be data used for transmitting, receiving, encoding; 
decoding, encrypting, and/or decrypting of the lecture Image information (he., video data). 
Such data Is not 'content^ and is not displayed* much less interacted with by an end user 
viewing the lecture image information. Thus,- it also follows that there is no teaching in 
Sawaichi of extracting the "digital data" from an information transmission, 

Tims, Applicants submit that the amended language clearly distinguish from 
SenmckL Also, the discussion above answers the Examiner's question: "If the digital data Is 
not to he displayed than one would wonder what would fee the use of transmitting the digital 
•data during an interactive video teleconference. 5 * Bcmaichrs "digital data" is not displayed 
because Sawaichi's "digital data" is aot contest. This is consistent with Sawaichfs 
teaching that "The extracted hnage Itiformation Is shown on the television screen whereas the 
digital data is stored In the Information processing device f," 

Thus, for at least the various reasons set forth above. Applicants, cespectfelly submit 
mat Sawmehi noes not teach these features of the amended independent claims. 
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2, Sawmkhi fails to teach "reeeMag via a aser saptit of the remote data processing 
e<|»ipssent aser lateraethss* with die satelMie-trasssissitted noa-vldeo coatent 
displayed at the .display device of the remote data processing equipment*' 

The Examiner alleges that Smaicffi teaches "receiving via a user input of the remote 
data processing equipment user interaction with the satellite-transmitted non-video data 
displayed at the display device of the remote date processing equipment."- (Final Office 
Action, page 4), According to the Examiner* '"the claimed user input is being Interpreted to 
be the SawaiehTs participant camera.*- (Id.) 

However, as discussed above, Sawaichi does not teach the claimed '"satellite- 
transmitted non-video content*" Thus, topeallj?, .8<w<H<M,.<m^tea8k m& 'ihfemxim -with 
satellite-transmitted non-video content The. Examiner alleges that $mafch?& participant 
camera provides for the claimed user inpuL However, Sawaichfs participant camera allows 
students to interact with the vide.® data from other participant cameras: "each stodent can 
view the lecture image information, including the student Image information and it can also 
establish the conversation amongst the. students." (Sawaichi Translation, paragraph 7). 
Smctickfs participant camera certainly does not provide for any student interaction with any 
"non-video content" of Smmichi, as SiMmdhPi "digital data" (which is not content) is mi 
even displaced, to the students, {Sawwchr. "The extracted image information is shown on the 
television screen whereas the digital data is stored in the information processing device 9") 

in the Advisory Action, the Examiner argue s: 

Appileant forther argued that Sawaichi does, not teach user interaction with 
the digital data. In response, It is noted that the user input can he voice 
inputted to the microphonic of the camera and processed by a voice 
recognition package installed on the computer 6 (see 10033]). Using this 
setup a lecture can -issue commands to the computer in order to manipulate 
the digital, data. 

Since Sawaichi does indeed teach the two above claim requirements. 
Sawaichi does teach the claimed transmitting the user interaction with the 
satellite -transmitted non-video data. 

As discussed above, there is no teaching in SawmcMthm the "digital data" is content, 
much less amtettt. ihat can be intemcicd with. Rather, as discussed above, SmWchi's 
"digital :da&T appears to be data used for transmitting, receiving, encoding, decoding, 
encrypting, and/or decrypting of the lecture image Information (I.e., video data). Thus, 
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because Sawaichfs "digital data" is not .content that is displayed, the user voice input via 
microphone taught by Smmichi casuist foe an interacts with Smmekfs "digital <laia»* If 
anything, the user voice input is an interaction with ths iecitm vkko. Thus, Sawaichi simply 
cannot teach "receiving via a user input of the remote data processing equipment user 
interacdo.^^ mas-video content displayed at the display device of 

the remote data processing equipment as required in amended Claim i . 

As another example,. Smvmchi clearly cannot teach "transmitting the. user interaction 
with the sateHste-trsnsnutted non-video content" because Smmrchi does not teach my user 
interaction with any satellite-transmitted non- video content, as discussed above. 

Thus, for at least the various reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit 
that amended Claim I is clearly distinguished from 5*cfe&ns??;, Sawaichh and Mim&mr. 
Accordingly, Applicants request reconsideration and allowance of amended Claim 1, as well 
as all claims that depend therefrom. Also, for similar reasons. Applicants request 
reconsideration and allowance of amended independent Claims 16, 17, and 19, as well as all 
claims that depend merefrom. 

Dependent Claims 2-3. 5-7, 21, and 23-25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Buehsbaum (U.S. 7,161,934} in view of Sawaichi LIP 2002*238353} 
and further in view <ymUmmer (U.S. 7,380*260). 

Dependent Claims 4, 8-55, 18, 20, 22, and 26-33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 103(a) as being unpatentable over Buchsbmmi in view of Sawaichi and further in view of 
■BfflnuMermd further in view ofNewnam (U.S. 2002/0133405). 

Applicants submit that ail dependent claims are allowable at least because they 
depend from the independent claims: shown above to be allowable. Further, Newmm tails to 
teach the features of the independent claims not taught by Buchshaum, Sawaichi, and 
Biiimaier, Further, Applicants do not concede that any of the proposed combinations of 
references are legally propierv Thus, for at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and allowance of all pending dependent claims. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants have now made an earnest effort to place this case in condition for 
allowance in light of the remarks set forth above. Applicants respectfully request 



Applicants respectfully submit a. Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
Transmittal, The Commissioner Is authorized, to charge the fee of $8 10 required to Deposit 



Applicants believe there are no fees due at this time. However, the Commissioner is 
hereby authorised to charge any tees necessary or credit my overpayment to Deposit 
Account No. 50-487.1 of King & Spalding L.L.P. 

If there are any mutters concerning this Application that may foe cleared up in a 
telephone conversation, please contact Applicants' attorney at S 12.457.2030. 



'consideration of all pending Claims, 




o effectoate this filing. 



Respectfully subm (tted, 



KING & SPALDING L.L.P. 



Attorney for Applicants 



Eric M. Grabski 



Reg. No. 51,749 



Date: November 23 ; 2010 




